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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed April 3, 2008 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

2. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., that the 
optical waveguide is arranged such that the ignition light exits transversely into a space defined 
between said electrodes with respect to the electrical field that is produced by said opposite 
electrodes) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of 
the specification, limitations fi-om the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Gems, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). The relevant claimed limitation 
merely states that "the optical waveguide is arranged such that the ignition hght which emerges 
from the optical waveguide enters the area, which is bounded by the electrodes". Lines 20-30 of 
Column 3 of Grothaus teach that light is directed onto the apertures of the cathode. One skilled 
in the art would realize that the light delivered to the apertures would make its way into the space 
defined by the electrodes. Evidence of this fact is taught by Gundersen (4,890,040) who teaches 
a similar optically trigger back-lighted pseudospark switch. Gundersen teaches the light directed 
from a optical fiber waveguide cable is directed towards the aperture of the cathode, however, 
light does make its way into the space between the electrodes and even to the anode on the 
opposite side (Column 5 Lines 12-15). 

3. Once again, in response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e.. 
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where the ignited spark gap is conducted in an arc mode) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Gems, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993). Grothaus does teach a gap (Column 4 Lines 13-15) region. 

4. In regards to the arguments concerning Claim 15, the applicant argues that the 
pseuodspark switch of Grothaus cannot be used in the high voltage three-phase electrical power 
supply as taught by the AAPA because the pseudospark switch of Grothaus requires a DC power 
supply. The power supply of the AAPA is a three-phase DC high power supply system (Page 2 
Paragraph 3 Lines 5-7) which one skilled in the art would correspond to the high voltage power 
supply (14, Column 2 Lines 60-63) as discussed by Grothaus. 

5 . The previous rejection is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in pubhc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of appUcation for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1, 4-6, 8, and 11-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Grothaus et al (U. S. Patent 5,399,941). 

3. In re Claim 1, Grothaus teaches an overvoltage protection comprising: 

• A spark gap (10) which has mutually opposite electrodes (24 and 26) that define a space 
(as seen in Figure 2) 
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• A light source (18) for production of an ignition light as a fiinction of initiation signals 
from a control unit (20) 

• Wherein the ignition light is designed for direct ignition of the spark gap (Column 3 
Lines 8-15), wherein the optical waveguide is arranged such that the ignition light which 
emerges from the optical waveguide enters the area, which is bound by the elecfrodes (as 
discussed above in the "Response to Arguments") 

• An optical waveguide for carrying the ignition light to the spark gap (50) 

4. In re Claim 4, Grothaus teaches optics for focusing of the ignition light (56, Column 4 
Lines 30-35). 

5. In re Claim 5, Grothaus teaches that the ignition light is guided on a surface of the 
electrode facing the opposite elecfrode (as seen in Figure 2). 

6. In re Claim 6, Grothaus teaches that the free end of the optical waveguide remote from 
the hght source is arranged in one electrode (Column 3 Lines 20-25). 

7. 

8. In re Claim 8, Grothaus teaches an overvoltage protection comprising: 

• A spark gap (10) which has mutually opposite elecfrodes (24 and 26) 

• A light source (18) for production of an ignition light as a ftinction of initiation signals 

from a control unit (20) 

• Wherein the ignition light is designed for direct ignition of the spark gap (Column 3 
Lines 8-15) 

• An optical waveguide for canying the ignition light to the spark gap (50), wherein the 
optical waveguide is arranged such that the ignition light which emerges from the optical 
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waveguide enters the area, which is bound by the electrodes (as discussed above in the 
"Response to Arguments") 

9. In re Claim 11, Grothaus teaches optics for focusing of the ignition light (56, Column 4 
Lines 30-35). 

10. In re Claim 12, Grothaus teaches that the ignition light is guided on a surface of the 
electrode facing the opposite electrode (as seen in Figure 2). 

11. In re Claim 13, Grothaus teaches that the free end of the optical waveguide remote from 
the Ught source is arranged in one electrode (Column 3 Lines 20-25). 

12. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 ol' this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 2, 9, 15, and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Grothaus in view of the Applicant Admitted Prior Art (AAPA). 

3. In re Claim 2, the teaching of Grothaus has been discussed, but does not disclose that the 

electrodes are arranged on a platform which is designed to be electrically isolated, at a high- 
voltage potential, and provided for components to be mounted on, wherein the components can 
be connected to a high- voltage three-phase electrical power supply system, and wherein the light 
source is grounded. 
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4. The AAPA teaches that it is known in the art to provide a spark gap on a high voltage 
potential platform with high voltage three phase electrical power wherein the light source is 
grounded (Page 2 Paragraph 2 - Page 4 Paragraph 2). 

5. Grothaus teaches that the light source is electrically isolated from the spark gap (Column 
3 Lines 25-28) which would make it suitable for the practice as discussed in the AAPA. 

6. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the protection circuit of Grothaus in the power system as taught by 
the AAPA since it is possesses the necessary ftinction of electrical isolation between light source 
control and spark gap. 

7. In re Claim 9, the teaching of Grothaus has been discussed, but does not disclose that the 
electrodes are arranged on a platform which is designed to be electrically isolated, at a high- 
voltage potential, and provided for components to be mounted on, wherein the components can 
be connected to a high- voltage three-phase electrical power supply system, and wherein the light 
source is grounded. 

8. The AAPA teaches that it is known in the art to provide a spark gap on a high vohage 
potential platform with high voltage three phase electrical power wherein the light source is 

grounded (Page 2 Paragraph 2 - Page 4 Paragraph 2). 

9. Grothaus teaches that the light source is electrically isolated from the spark gap (Column 
3 Lines 25-28) which would make it suitable for the practice as discussed in the AAPA. 

10. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the protection circuit of Grothaus in the power system as taught by 
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the AAPA since it is possesses the necessary function of electrical isolation between light source 
control and spark gap. 

13. In re Claim 15, Grothaus teaches an overvoltage protection comprising: 

• A spark gap (10) which has mutually opposite electrodes (24 and 26) 

• A light source (18) for production of an ignition light as a function of initiation signals 
from a control unit (20) 

• Wherein the ignition light is designed for direct ignition of the spark gap (Column 3 
Lines 8-15) 

• An optical waveguide for carrying the ignition light to the spark gap (50), wherein the 
optical waveguide is arranged such that the ignition light which emerges from the optical 
waveguide enters the area, which is bound by the electrodes (as discussed above in the 
"Response to Arguments") 

1 1 . The teaching of Grothaus has been discussed, but does not disclose that the electrodes are 
arranged on a platform which is designed to be electrically isolated, at a high-voltage potential, 
and provided for components to be mounted on, wherein the components can be connected to a 
high- voltage three-phase electrical power supply system, and wherein the light source is 
grounded. 

12. The AAPA teaches that it is known in the art to provide a spark gap on a high voltage 
potential platform with high voltage three phase electrical power wherein the light source is 
grounded (Page 2 Paragraph 2 - Page 4 Paragraph 2). 

13. Grothaus teaches that the light source is electrically isolated from the spark gap (Column 
3 Lines 25-28) which would make it suitable for the practice as discussed in the AAPA. 
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14. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the protection circuit of Grothaus in the power system as taught by 
the AAPA since it is possesses the necessary function of electrical isolation between light source 
control and spark gap. 

15. In re Claim 17, Grothaus teaches optics for focusing of the ignition light (56, Column 4 
Lines 30-35). 

16. In re Claim 1 8, Grothaus teaches that the ignition light is guided on a surface of the 
electrode facing the opposite electrode (as seen in Figure 2). 

17. In re Claim 1 9, Grothaus teaches that the free end of the optical waveguide remote from 
the Ught source is arranged in one electrode (Column 3 Lines 20-25). 

18. 

19. Claims 3 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Grothaus 

in view of Hattori (U.S. Patent 7,154,922). 

20. In re Claim 3, Grothaus teaches the light source being a UV laser (Column 3 Lines 8-10). 
Grothaus does not disclose the UV laser as specifically being a pump laser which is designed for 
optical pumping of a fiber laser with an active medium of the fiber laser being formed in one 

section of the optical waveguide. 

21 . Hattori teaches that it is known to implement a UV laser through the use of a fiber laser 
and an active medium (Column 24 Line 62-Column 25 Line 3). 

22. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the fiber laser and active medium as taught by Hattori in order to 
provide a specific embodiment of the UV laser as required by Grothaus. 
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23. Grothaus as modified by Hattori discloses the claimed invention except for the active 
medium being specifically formed in a section of the optical waveguide. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement 
the active medium in the waveguide in order to reduce any error that my result in installation, 

since it has been held that forming in one piece an article which has formerly been formed in two 
pieces and put together involves only routine skill in the art. Howard v. Detroit Stove Works, 
150 U.S. 164 (1993). 

24. In re Claim 10, Grothaus teaches the light source being a UV laser (Column 3 Lines 8- 
10). Grothaus does not disclose the UV laser as specifically being a pump laser which is 
designed for optical pumping of a fiber laser with an active medium of the fiber laser being 
formed in one section of the optical waveguide. 

25. Hattori teaches that it is known to implement a UV laser through the use of a fiber laser 
and an active medium (Column 24 Line 62-Column 25 Line 3). 

26. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the fiber laser and active medium as taught by Hattori in order to 
provide a specific embodiment of the UV laser as required by Grothaus. 

27. Grothaus as modified by Hattori discloses the claimed invention except for the active 
medium being specifically formed in a section of the optical waveguide. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement 
the active medium in the waveguide in order to reduce any error that my result in installation, 
since it has been held that forming in one piece an article which has formerly been formed in two 
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pieces and put together involves only routine skill in the art. Howard v. Detroit Stove Works, 

150 U.S. 164 (1993). 

28. 

29. Claims 7 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Grothaus 

in view of Jung et al (U.S. Patent 5,838,1 15). 

30. In re Claim 7, Grothaus does not teach the spark gap being part of an ignition circuit for 
ignition of a main spark gap. 

3 1 . Jung teaches using the initiation of a spark gap as part of an ignition circuit for another 

spark gap (as seen in Figure 1). 

32. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the protection circuit with the spark gap and initiation light source 
circuitry of Grothaus into the ignition circuit of Jung in order to provide electrical isolation 
between the initiation control and the high voltage applied to the spark gaps. 

33. In re Claim 14, Grothaus does not teach the spark gap being part of an ignition circuit for 
ignition of a main spark gap. 

34. Jung teaches using the initiation of a spark gap as part of an ignition circuit for another 
spark gap (as seen in Figure 1). 

35. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the protection circuit with the spark gap and initiation light source 
circuitry of Grothaus into the ignition circuit of Jung in order to provide electrical isolation 
between the initiation control and the high voltage apphed to the spark gaps. 

36. 
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37. Claiml6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Grothaus in view 
of the Applicant Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) as applied to Claim 15 above, and further in view 
of Hattori. 

38. In re Claim 16, Grothaus teaches the light source being a UV laser (Column 3 Lines 8- 
10). Grothaus does not disclose the UV laser as specifically being a pump laser which is 
designed for optical pumping of a fiber laser with an active medium of the fiber laser being 
formed in one section of the optical waveguide. 

39. Hattori teaches that it is known to implement a UV laser through the use of a fiber laser 
and an active medium (Column 24 Line 62-Column 25 Line 3). 

40. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the fiber laser and active medium as taught by Hattori in order to 
provide a specific embodiment of the UV laser as required by Grothaus. 

41 . Grothaus as modified by Hattori discloses the claimed invention except for the active 
medium being specifically formed in a section of the optical waveguide. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement 
the active medium in the waveguide in order to reduce any error that my result in installation, 
since it has been held that forming in one piece an article which has formerly been formed in two 
pieces and put together involves only routine skill in the art. Howard v. Detroit Stove Works, 
150 U.S. 164 (1993). 

42. 
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43. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Grothaus in view 
of the Applicant Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) as applied to Claim 15 above, and further in view 
of Jung. 

44. In re Claim 20, Grothaus does not teach the spark gap being part of an ignition circuit for 

ignition of a main spark gap. 

45 . Jung teaches using the initiation of a spark gap as part of an ignition circuit for another 
spark gap (as seen in Figure 1). 

46. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the protection circuit with the spark gap and initiation light source 
circuitry of Grothaus into the ignition circuit of Jung in order to provide electrical isolation 
between the initiation control and the high voltage applied to the spark gaps. 

Conclusion 

47. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Apphcant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi-om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CHRISTOPHER J. CLARK whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1427. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 7:30-5:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Sherry can be reached on 571-272-2084. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Michael J Sherry/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2836 
CJC 

7/22/2008 



